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Abstract
An Investigation of Teachers Temperament and Students Perceptions of Teachers
Communication Behavior and Students Attitudes Toward Teachers

Kristin Marie Valencic
This study examined relationships among the way teachers communicate in the
classroom, teachers temperaments, and perceptions of teachers by students. Specifically, the
first goal was to determine to what extent a teacher s levels of extraversion, neuroticism, and
psychoticism can predict students perceptions of task attraction, immediacy, assertiveness,
responsiveness, and credibility. The second goal was to determine the relationships between
teacher temperament and teacher evaluations, affective learning, and cognitive learning.
Self-report surveys of 52 teachers and 1242 students across seven disciplines at West
Virginia University were collected. Instructors received measures of extraversion, neuroticism,
and psychoticism. Teachers were asked to rate themselves on each item. Students received
measures of task attraction, immediacy, assertiveness, responsiveness and credibility, or
measures of affective learning, cognitive learning, and teacher evaluations. Students either
reported perceptions of their teacher, or their attitudes toward the class.
Results indicated a significant relationship between extraversion and student reports of
assertiveness, caring, immediacy, and cognitive learning. Hence, teachers who reported
themselves as more extraverted had students claim that those teachers were more assertive,
caring, immediate, and learned more with that teacher than with an introverted instructor. There
was also a significant relationship between teachers psychoticism and students trust. Teachers
who self-reported a high level of psychoticism had students state that they trusted those teachers
less than those teachers who recorded a low level of psychoticism. This study revealed several
important trends as well, and speculative observations are discussed.
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1
CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Communibiology has its roots in temperament and personality research in psychobiology
(Beatty, McCroskey, & Valencic, 2001). Originally, temperament and psychobiology were
believed to be two separate bodies of knowledge. However, their literatures have grown together.
Certain views such as Eysenck s (1986) that extraversion, neuroticism, and psychoticism
represent the three ways people interact, and Bates (1989) claim that inborn individual
differences in temperament are most observable in social interaction were recognized as views
about communication. Applying this knowledge generated by psychobiological research to
theories of communication apprehension and verbal aggressiveness led theorists to suggest that
the communibiological analysis implied a wholly new and different paradigm for communication
research. Kuhn (1962) has suggested that new paradigms often come from analyzing a narrow
phenomenon. Such was the present case. Of particular importance here is that recent research has
found that social learning theory and operant conditioning is less influential on communication
development than originally thought. It now appears that communication is primarily traitdriven.
Definition of Communibiology
Communibiology proposes that communication is driven by inborn neurobiological
processes (Beatty, McCroskey, & Valencic, 2001; Beatty, McCroskey, & Heisel, 1998).
Differences in individuals behavior are viewed as differences in neurobiological functioning.
Due to the fact that biology is basic, the more biological characteristics which account for
communication, the less significant other reasons for communication become. The word inborn
implies genetic inheritance however, biological functions are also affected by nutrition, physical
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trauma, and chemicals. The term communibiology was coined because communi implies the
importance of communication, which is the field in which the term is used. Second, biology is
the augmenting source. Hence, communibiology seeks to understand communication through
individuals biology.
The Five Tenets of Communibiology
The five propositions described here represent a great departure from previous thinking
about communication (Beatty, McCroskey, & Valencic, 2001; McCroskey, Daly, Martin, &
Beatty, 1998). The tenets are widely accepted among psychobiologists (Strelau, 1994), and a
paradigm shift has been proposed. According to psychobiology and social biology, the following
tenets give the framework for a communibiological paradigm. First, all psychological processes
involved in social interaction (which include cognitive, affective and motor) depend on brain
activity. Thinking, feeling, and behaving must be consistent with knowledge about the brain and
how it functions. Hence, a neurobiology of interpersonal communication is necessary. Second,
brain activity occurs before psychological experience. In other words, all mental experience is a
product of the brain s functioning.
Third, the biological structures in the brain which are related to temperament and
communication are mainly inherited (Beatty, McCroskey, & Valencic, 2001; Beatty,
McCroskey, & Heisel, 1998). Identical twin studies have produced strong support for this
position. For instance Zuckerman (1994) stated, There is little difference between the
correlations for identical twins who were raised apart and those who were raised together, which
indicates that shared environment is of little importance for these traits (p.245). The best
predictor of a person s altruism, empathy, nurturance, aggressiveness, assertiveness, constraint,
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and general happiness is their twin s level of the trait. Fourth, environment or situation has a
small effect on interpersonal behavior. The idea is that personal reactions to a situation are
defined by the person s temperamental set points. For example it may be difficult to predict what
a person will do in a given situation, but if it is known that the person is communication
apprehensive a class of responses can be predicted with substantial accuracy (Beatty, 1987).
There is also research which focuses on the goodness or poorness of fit between temperament
and the environment. A good fit exists when the situation complements a person s temperament
either naturally or by strategy. For example, there is a good fit when an aggressive person is
encouraged to play football. The fit is poor when the aggressive person is told to act passively
and is then provoked.
Finally, the fifth tenet of communibiology states that individual differences in
interpersonal behavior are due to different neurobiological functioning in individuals (Beatty,
McCroskey & Valencic, in press; McCroskey, Daly, Martin, & Beatty, 1998). The most detailed
model of the neurobiology of temperament was proposed by Gray (1990, 1991) who integrated
physical structures into three intertwined behavior systems. The systems included the behavior
activation system (BAS), behavior inhibition system (BIS), and fight ot flight system (FFS).
The BAS describes the physical structures which include the basal nuclei, neocortical
regions connected to it, dopamenergic fibers which extend from the midbrain, and thalamic
nuclei. These physical features drive goal-directed behavior. The BIS is comprised of the
hippocampus, subiculum, the septum with the limbic system, medial wall of the limbic lobe,
olfactory cortex, cingulate and subcallousal gyri, amygdala, hypothalamus, epithalamus, and
anterior thalamic nuclei with part of the basal nuclei. The BIS produces arousal through the
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perception of new stimuli or anticipated punishments and rewards (anxiety). The FFS connects
nuclei of the amygdala, hypothalamus, central gray region of the brain, and somatic and motor
nuclei of the lower brain. The system controls instigation and withdrawl of aggressive behavior.
All three systems are related to individuals temperament and the way in which people
communicate.
Communication As Learned or Adaptation
Researchers in social behavior have lately been looking to genetics to find better
explanations for variability in communicative behaviors (Beatty & McCroskey, 1997; Beatty,
McCroskey, & Heisel, 1998; Valencic, Beatty, Rudd, Dobos, & Heisel, 1998; Beatty &
McCroskey, 2000; Beatty & Valencic, 2000; Beatty, McCroskey, & Valencic, 2001). Scholars
have been turning towards genetics for several reasons. One reason is the question of how much
can be learned. Another is whether the communication behavior one engages in is learned or
inborn. In communication literature social learning theory has been the main explanation of
behavior. By observing and imitating others behavior, social learning theorists believe that
people learn. Individuals who are imitated are termed models. Thus, modeling is the process of
shaping behavior. If the model has status, the imitator s behavior is rewarded. In 1973, Bandura
recorded a valuable observation about learning a behavior versus performing that behavior:
The social learning theory of aggression distinguishes between acquisition of behaviors
that have destructive and injurious potential and factors that determine whether a person
will perform what he (sic) has learned. This distinction, which is generally overlooked in
discussions of aggression is emphasized because not all that people learn is exhibited in
their actions (p.65).
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Depending on the perceived consequences of engaging in the behavior and its value,
Bandura suggested that people develop a repertoire of behaviors (Beatty, McCroskey, &
Valencic, 2001). Understanding the difference between learning and performing is important
because it moves social learning theory away from the stimulus-response model and toward a
stimulus-organism-response model, which maintains that there are other factors which influence
an individual s behavior. Such an explanation complicates the view that behaviors are learned,
and introduces a psychobiological model.
Communication as a Response to the Situation
Many studies which support the stimulus-response perspective, suggest that
unfamiliarity, noise, and personal space violations influence a person s communication behavior
(Beatty, McCroskey, & Valencic, 2001). Alternative views however, state that communication
used in situations represent a combination of goals, knowledge, emotions, strategies, norms and
resources. In other words, the communication response which a person uses in a given situation
is more complex than a simple stimulus-response; it is a conglomerate of many variables. For
instance, two different people may define the same situation from two very different
perspectives. The variations in views can be predicted by personality traits. Personality can
contribute to life situations in at least three ways. First, people put themselves into positions
which coincide with their personalities (e.g., communication apprehensive people avoid public
speaking classes). Second, the manifestation of the personality characteristic adds to the situation
(e.g., the communication apprehensive person forced to give a speech becomes increasingly
anxious when other types would remain relaxed). Third, personality traits drive the interpretation
of the situation (e.g., the neurotic person would perceive threat in a situation that others might
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perceive as neutral).
Research by communication scholars has demonstrated that communicator traits have an
impact on individuals views of communication situations (Beatty, McCroskey, & Valencic,
2001). Furthermore, Beatty and Valencic (2000) found that perceptions of public speaking
anxiety were highly variable among speakers even regarding the same assignment. Perceptions
of speakers views however, were predictable from the speakers level of communication
apprehension and anticipatory state anxiety. Although trait public speaking apprehension
predicted state anxiety scores when anticipating speech performance, when participants with
high anxiety scores were told the demand for public speaking skills was reduced, learning that
information did not significantly lower anxiety levels before giving the speech. In other words,
those who had low public speaking skill demands were not significantly less anxious than those
with high demands, thus exemplifying that the evaluations of situations become projected onto
the circumstances and that traits play an important role in our perceptions of situations.
Additionally, in a study in which twins were surveyed for communicator style and temperament,
identical twins had more strongly correlated responses than fraternal twins on nearly all scales
used (Horvath, 1998).
Communication in Instruction
Nonverbal Immediacy
In the classroom, learning is an interactional process which is influenced by teacher and
student communication. Interpersonal relationships between teachers and students are affected
by many variables. One variable which has been shown to influence student learning is
nonverbal immediacy (Christensen & Menzel, 1998; Comstock, Rowell, & Bowers, 1995;
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Kelley & Gorham, 1998; McCroskey, Sallinen, Fayer, Richmond, & Barraclough, 1996; Plax,
Kearney, McCroskey, & Richmond, 1986; Richmond, Gorham, & McCroskey, 1987; Sanders &
Wiseman, 1990). The more forms of nonverbal immediacy teachers use in the classroom, the
smaller the psychological distance between student and instructor becomes. Immediate
nonverbal communication behaviors include moving around the room while teaching, making
eye contact while talking, using gestures while talking to students, using appropriate touch,
having a relaxed body position while talking, using a variety of vocal expressions, smiling, the
appropriate use of lighting, the arrangement of desks, the use of music, and appropriate dress.
Nonverbal immediacy has been related to students affective, cognitive learning,
and learning loss which is the perceived difference in learning between the actual teacher and an
ideal teacher (Comstock, Rowell, & Bowers, 1995; McCroskey, Sallinen, Fayer, Richmond, &
Barraclough, 1996; Plax, Kearney, McCroskey, & Richmond, 1987; Richmond, Gorham, &
McCroskey, 1987; Sanders & Wiseman, 1990). Since teacher immediacy increases student
learning and is associated with a decrease in student learning loss, teachers would benefit from
attempting to incorporate more immediate communication into their instruction to increase
affective and cognitive learning. Teacher nonverbal immediacy has also been studied with regard
to student temperament (Heisel, McCroskey, & Richmond, 1999). No significant relationship
was found between teacher nonverbal immediacy and student temperament, as should be the
case unless student temperament impacts their perceptions of teacher behavior. Student reports
of teacher immediacy do not appear to be a function of the student s temperament.
Assertiveness-Responsiveness
Individuals who are able to initiate, maintain, and terminate conversations according to
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their own interpersonal goals are assertive (Richmond & Martin, 1998). Assertive behaviors
include talking faster and louder, using gestures while speaking, making more eye contact, and
leaning forward during interactions. Assertive communication can be distinguished from
aggressiveness in that assertive behavior is more likely to lead to long-term effectiveness while
maintaining good relations with others. Aggressive communication may win short-term battles,
but may not keep good rapport.
Responsiveness involves sensitivity to others. The responsive person takes into account
another person s feelings, listens to what others say, and is able to recognize their needs
(Richmond & Martin, 1998). Responsive communication includes speaking with greater
variation in tone, using open body gestures, and showing animated facial expressions. There is a
distinction however, between being responsive and submissive. Submissive communicators yield
their rights to others even when yielding is against their own best interest. These communicators
sacrifice their goals to help others. Whereas, the responsive communicators pay attention to their
own goals while remaining considerate of the other person s needs. In other words, the
responsive communicator recognizes the other person s needs and rights, but does not sacrifice
his or her own rights.
Scholars have studied assertiveness and responsiveness in the classroom and have found
that when students perceived their teachers as high in assertiveness and responsiveness they had
higher interpersonal trust with those teachers (Wooten & McCroskey, 1996). When students
were high in assertiveness and perceived teachers as assertive and responsive the level of trust
they had for their teacher was even higher. Individuals high in assertiveness and responsiveness
would be expected to communicate differently than those low in both domains. Assertive
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individuals are assumed to defend their own beliefs, act independent, forceful, have strong
personalities, act dominant, be willing to take a stand, act as leaders, be aggressive, and
competitive (Richmond & McCroskey, 1990). Thus, assertiveness literature suggests important
differences in the personality structure of assertive and nonassertive individuals.
Credibility
A person who is believable is said to have credibility. Communication scholars have
studied the concept in relation to student perceptions of their teachers (Beatty & Zahn, 1990;
Teven & McCroskey, 1997; Thweatt & McCroskey, 1998). In a study conducted by Beatty and
Zahn (1990), teacher credibility was positively correlated with students positive rating of the
course, intentions to take more classes from the same instructor, recommend the class and
instructor to peers, and take more classes from other teacher in the same subject. Interestingly,
what students had reported for their teacher s level of credibility and their predicted grades in
comparison with their actual grades for the course were unrelated. In other words, students who
rated the instructor as credible were not just the ones receiving good grades.
Teacher credibility has been found to be related to student learning (Holdridge, 1972;
McCroskey, Holdridge, & Toombs, 1973; Wheeless, 1972, 1973). Students had higher recall and
comprehension when the instructor was high in credibility (versus moderate or low). Student
perceptions of teachers may affect their attitude toward concepts and influence their learning. If
the teacher is extremely high or extremely low in credibility the student may selectively attend or
perceive the instructor in a certain way. Such an effect would result in a distortion of the
teacher s credibility. Thus, a distortion in a student s perception of their instructor s credibility
may be related to the student s personality or temperament.
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Teacher Evaluations
Teacher evaluation is often conducted by students, peers, or colleagues. Often the goal of
evaluation is for personnel decision making, and sometimes teaching improvement although that
goal is often neglected. Many organizations are giving increased attention to temperamental
differences of employees (Beatty, McCroskey, & Valencic, 2001). Knowledge of these
differences helps employers place people into positions where they are most likely to succeed.
The concept of fitting in has become important in hiring, promoting, and placement. The ways
people choose to communicate influence how they fit in. Even with pressure to fit in with
everyone else, people still communicate in genetically driven ways as a function of their
temperament. Our genes make us different, which affects our communication, which influences
the way others perceive us. Hence, temperament probably affects teaching evaluations.
For instance, we know that instructors who use nonverbally immediate communication
behaviors don t necessarily use all of the behaviors considered nonverbally immediate. Teachers
pick and choose the behaviors which best fit with their temperament. Even across cultures
however, when teachers engaged in nonverbal immediacy cues such as gesture, voice, eye
contact, smiling, movement, and body position, students rated those teachers higher than those
not using those behaviors (McCroskey, Richmond, Sallinen, Fayer, & Barraclough, 1995).
Furthermore, teachers use of nonverbal immediacy also helps explain findings such as in Beatty
and Zahn s (1990) study which states that communication teachers usually receive higher ratings
by students than in other disciplines. If communication instructors engage in the nonverbal
immediacy behaviors they are teaching, then it would be logical if they were evaluated as better
instructors.
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Affective and Cognitive Learning
Just as individuals conform to culture in society, students conform to culture in the
classroom by adopting certain communication behaviors. Thus, in one setting a person may play
the role of a student, and in another the person may play the role of a son, daughter, or parent.
Hence, communication behaviors are adjusted depending on the setting. Despite the pressure to
conform, each person is different, and so is their communication. When an instructor s teaching
is adapted to the temperamental differences of the students they learn more (Beatty, McCroskey,
& Valencic, 2001).
The most effective teaching would be the type which helps the student learn there are a
variety of ways to be successful in most communication situations (Beatty, McCroskey, &
Valencic, 2001). Such an approach would allow the student to select a way that is effective yet
consistent with his or her temperament. Communication scholars have worked with three similar
types of systems that have worked very well. These systems included behavior alteration
techniques (BATS), nonverbal immediacy cues, and affinity seeking strategies. In each type of
system students said that they would have a difficult time using some of the types, but were able
to utilize others. Hence, by teachers taking into account the variation in temperament of students,
their chance of succeeding in different situations is increased.
There are three general approaches to accomodating differences in how individual
students learn best (Richmond & Gorham, 1996). In the first approach known as matching,
students are taught in the way which they learn best (found from prior assessment). Teaching in
this manner has been shown to dramatically improve academic success. In a study conducted in a
junior high school in New York s Lower East Side, students who had low academic
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achievement, negative attitudes towards school, and poor attendance participated in the study.
When matching was used about 85% of the students substantially increased math and reading
scores (Dunn, 1981). Attendance for students who were usually absent for weeks at a time
instead attended for about 80% of the classes, and antisocial behavior was reduced. Outcomes
such as these can be attributed to matching teaching style with temperament, and increasing
students affective learning.
A second approach is bridging. Bridging is used as a tutoring device, so that if a student
is having a problem (e.g., fractions), the teacher, student, or both can go to a school-wide
learning center to access materials that will match the student s perceptual style. In such a way
students or teachers can find worksheets, games, films, videos, instructional computer programs,
or other resources that the student could use to better understand fractions. The third approach is
style-flexing, which is a process of teaching students how to learn. Student learning styles are
accomodated, yet challenged. Lessons are stuctured so that in learning a concept, four different
types of learning styles are used. By using such a format, all students involved feel comfortable
with at least one of the styles, and are stretched to learn from other viewpoints as well. By
teaching students in ways that match their temperament, students will like learning more and
perform better in class.
Chess and Thomas (1989) found that when teaching style is adapted to students
temperament, students learn much more than when a one approach fits all style is used. By
teaching students to communicate effectively within their own temperamental limitations,
students can learn to use what they have more effectively. Keogh (1982) has found a strong
relationship between what teachers considered to be teachable children, and students
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temperament (especially with task orientation). The students who are more task oriented are
more likely to be placed in more advanced groups within the class. Additionally, the learning
ability of flexible students is overestimated. The study summarizes:
that variations in students temperament are clear contributors to teachers views of
pupils teachability, to the estimate they make of pupils abilities, and to the kind of
expectations they have from pupils educational performance. Recognition of the stylistic
differences in children s behavior is important for teachers, as their variations are the
basis for many instructional and management decisions (Keogh, 1982, p.278).
Possible Role of Genetics in Teaching Communication Behavior
Contributions of Communibiology
By suggesting an alternative to the social learning model, it might be expected that the
teaching of communication would be very different. Only a part of this is true. Communibiology
suggests that behavior is limited because it is largely controlled by the behavioral activation
system, behavioral inhibition system, and the fight or flight system. There is also a thin region of
gray matter in the brain called the cerebral cortex. The region is known as the place of the
conscious mind (Beatty, McCroskey, & Valencic, 2001). The cerebral cortex makes selfawareness, understanding, and communication possible, and is needed for processing abstract
ideas, judgment, concern for the well-being of others, consciousness, social behavior, and the
like.
Although the capacity of the cerebral cortex is inborn (usually termed intelligence), the
content is not (Beatty, McCroskey, & Valencic, 2001). A person may be born with a certain
temperament which determines personality and tendencies towards communication behaviors.
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For belief systems and knowledge however, those locations in the cerebral cortex are open to
outside influence. Hence, there are no actual barriers to the successful teaching of students.
Students can be taught what specific behaviors would lead to more effective communication, but
the persons temperament may or may not make it easy for the person to use the knowledge
effectively. For instance, we may know what is right to do in a situation or what behavior
would benefit us most. Due to our temperament however, it may be nearly impossible to
implement that behavior. Conversely, it may be easy for us to do what we re supposed to do.
Overview on Temperament
Over the past decades, scholars have debated about the diversity of personality traits.
Most would agree that there are between three and eight dimensions of personality. In 1991,
Eysenck concluded that extraversion (E), neuroticism (N), and psychoticism (P) encompass the
range of individuals behavior. In other words, the components measured the degree to which a
person is cooperative and sociable (E), fearfully avoids (N), and is hostile or aggressive (P). The
first communibiological study examined communication apprehension in relation to Eysenck s
(1991) dimensions of E and N (Beatty, McCroskey, & Heisel, 1998). Communication
apprehension is highly correlated with E and N. Low levels of extraversion and high levels of
neuroticism depict the communication apprehensive person. A second study (Valencic, Beatty,
Rudd, Dobod, & Heisel, 1998) has found that verbal aggressiveness is significantly correlated
with psychoticism. About 30% of the variance in trait verbal aggression scores is accounted for
when employing a regression model using N x P, and an additional 30% of the variance is
accounted for when using E x P. These results are consistent with Beatty and McCroskey s
(1997) statement that a balance between BIS and FFS activity is needed for trait verbal
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aggressiveness.
Another study examined shyness and teacher immediacy with Eysenck s E, N, and P
measures (Heisel, McCroskey, & Richmond, 1999). When 214 participants reported their levels
of shyness on the McCroskey Shyness Scale (McCroskey & Richmond, 1982), results indicated
that shyness is significantly correlated with E and N, but not P. A regression using E, N, and P to
predict shyness was used to further test these relationships and accounted for 45% of the
variance. While E and N account for variance in the equation, P does not. Such results provide
additional support for findings by Beatty, McCroskey, and Heisel (1998). Eysenck s measures in
these studies are not used as direct measures for neurobiological functioning. Instead,
relationships between verbal aggressiveness, communication apprehension, shyness, teacher
immediacy, and the personality dimensions are hypothesized. The hypotheses indicated
activation thresholds for the neurobiological systems (BIS, BAS, FFS) underlying the traits.
Extraversion
Extraverts are people who enjoy a varied lifestyle and activities such as entertaining,
socializing, and are characterized by stimulus hunger (Eysenck, 1985). Extraverted individuals
may be described as lively, active, assertive, sensation-seeking, carefree, dominant, surgent, or
venturesome. Conversely, introverts prefer unstimulating activities such as reading, and their
behavior suggests stimulus aversion (Eysenck, 1985). Introverts have a higher level of cortical
arousal than extroverts:
If sensory stimulation is registered in the cortex to a degree which is a joint function of
the objective level of intensity of the stimulation and of the arousal existing in the cortex
at the time of arrival of the neural message, then identical intensities of input will be
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experienced as stronger by introverts than by extraverts, and as weaker by extraverts than
by ambiverts (Eysenck, 1967, p. 113).
From this statement it follows that the preferred level of stimulation is lower for introverts than
extraverts. Introverts are better able to cope with extremely low levels of stimulation, whereas
extraverts are able to cope best with high sensory stimulation. In the classroom extraverts may
prefer learning activities which involve other students versus quietly reading or working alone.
Introverts are believed to differ from extraverts in their level of cortical arousal because of their
different reactions to stimulation (McLaughlin, 1974). Introverts have lower thresholds of
excitation for the behavioral activation system (BAS) which results in an amplification of
stimuli. Extraverts however, have a higher threshold for the BAS system, resulting in less
cortical arousal when the amount of stimulation is equal for an introvert and extravert.
Neuroticism
Neuroticism is defined by Eysenck and Eysenck (1985) as a lack of stability, and
includes traits such as anxiety, depression, guilt, low self-esteem, tension, irrationality, shyness,
moodiness, and emotionality. According to Eysenck, differences in the behavior associated with
the extremes on the N dimension are identified with the behaviorial inhibition system (BIS),
which involves the hippocampus, amygdala, cingular system, and hypothalamus (McLaughlin,
1974). Neuroticism deals with excitation or emotional responsiveness. Cortical arousal can occur
along two distinct and separate pathways (internal or external sources). For instance, problem
solving might be one route, whereas emotion is another. Hence, activation always leads to
arousal, but arousal often may arise from stimulation that does not involve outside activation.
For example, two individuals (one high N and the other low N) with the same levels of E
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may or may not have different levels of BIS activation because emotional arousal is partially
dependent on the emotional cues in the environment (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985). Individuals
high in N react to the emotional cues, and have an increased BIS activation. When those cues are
absent however, there are no differences between the high and low N with the same E levels.
Thus, anxiety affects some kinds of internal process more than others.
Psychoticism
The term psychoticism is defined as a lack of impulse control (Eysenck & Eysenck,
1985). An individual high in psychoticism may be referred to as aggressive, cold, egocentric,
impersonal, impulsive, antisocial, unempathetic, creative, or tough-minded. Communication
scholars have found significant relationships between verbal aggression and psychoticism
(Valencic, Beatty, Rudd, Dobos, & Heisel, 1998). There has been little research however, on
academic attainment and psychoticism. One of the few exceptions is a study which looks at
grade point averages in a university, a vocational technical institute, and a high school (Goh &
Moore, 1978). Grade point average and psychoticism correlate negatively at the vocational
technical institute and for university students taking social studies. The student who lacks
impulse control may be more likely to be labeled a problem child, and this may reflect in
student grades.
Costa and McCrae s Five Factor Model
Recently, attention in personality research has mainly focused on Eysenck s three factor
model. Five factor model theorists have proposed different approaches to the identification of
specific traits (Costa & McCrae, 1995). The following discussion will compare the three and five
factor models and how they relate to the classroom.
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Extraversion
Extraversion is defined by Costa and McCrae (1995) as sociability. Such a person may be
described as active, expressive, friendly, and assertive. When Eysenck s measure of E was
compared to the five factor model by factor analysis of the items, both scales measured the
constructs intended.
Neuroticism
A neurotic individual may be anxious, self-conscious, or depressed (Costa & McCrae,
1995). Advocates of the five factor model suggest that an item measuring dependency versus
autonomy be added to Eysenck s neuroticism domain. The particular item is a part of Costa and
McCrae s conscientious domain, but it negatively correlates with neurotics (r = -.40). Due to
such a low correlation however, results suggest that the highly neurotic individual may or may
not be autonomous.
Agreeableness
Agreeableness is related to E and P items. Specifically under the E domain is aggressive
versus peaceful (r = -.59), and under the P domain is manipulative versus empathetic (-.62).
These are moderate correlations, but they do lend insight into the domains. Hence, an agreeable
person is less likely to be aggressive and manipulative.
Openness
Openness is not related to N, but is to E and P. When Eysenck constructed one of the
items for E however, he may have believed that practical versus reflective on his E scale
measured thinking introversion rather than a social component. Hence, low scorers are
intersted in abstractions, philosophical questions, and ideas. Such an interpretation would
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explain Costa and McCrae s loading of zero on the practical versus reflective scale.
Conscientiousness
Conscientiousness is correlated most strongly with P. Those who are termed
conscientious by Costa and McCrae were likely to have responded as responsible to Eysenck s
P item which assessed irresponsibility versus responsibility (r = -.68). The item discussed is a
moderate correlation, but it gives valuable insight into the P domain.
Relation to Hypotheses and Research Questions
There are advantages and disadvantages in choosing one model over another. With the
five factor model, there is potential insight to more dimensionality, but with moderate
correlations. The three factor model may be argued as too broad, but it measures what it s
supposed to and has better reliability than the five factor model (Caruso, 2000). The present
study employs Eysenck s three factor model. Based on the reasoning that teachers high in E are
generally more positive in social situations, and that those teachers low in E are more negative in
social situations, the following hypotheses are posited:
H1: Teachers high in E will be perceived as more task attractive by students than teachers
low in E.
H2: Teachers high in E will be perceived as more credible by students than teachers low
in E.
H3: Teachers high in E will be perceived by students as more immediate than teachers
low in E.
Due to extroverts focus outside themselves (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985), they are more assertive
and responsive than introverts. Hence,
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H4: Teachers high in E will be perceived by students as more assertive than teachers low
in E.
H5: Teachers high in E will be perceived by students as more responsive than teachers
low in E.
H6:Teachers high in E will receive better evaluations from students as indicated by more
positive ratings than teachers low in E.
Teaching is about establishing effective and affective relationships with students. When
affective relations are established, this refers to how teachers and students feel about each other,
the communication process, and what is taught and learned (Richmond & Gorham, 1996). If
extraverts focus on activities outside themselves, and introverts focus on themselves, one could
predict that extraverts will have a greater number of affective teaching relationships with
students. If this proves true, then students can be predicted to learn more cognitively as well.
H7: Teachers high in E will have more affective learning reported by students in their
classrooms than teachers low in E.
H8: Teachers high in E will have less cognitive learning loss reported by their students
than teachers low in E.
If the goal of teachers is to have students understand their instruction, then the
importance of extraversion is obvious. On the other hand, the highly neurotic introvert is less
likely to deviate from the syllabus or show up late for class. These are considered appropriate
teacher behaviors however, due to the neurotic s anxious nature such a teacher may enagage in
other behaviors which might cancel out the positive communication behavior s from a
student s perspective. Considering that N is a lack of emotional stability, and P is a lack of self-
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control the following research questions were generated:
RQ1: To what extent are teacher neuroticism and student perceptions of credibility,
immediacy, assertiveness, responsiveness, teacher evaluations, affective learning, and
cognitive learning associated?
RQ2: To what extent are teacher psychoticism and student perceptions of credibility
immediacy, assertiveness, responsiveness, teacher evaluations, affective learning, and
cognitive learning associated?
RQ3: To what extent can E and N predict students perceptions of teacher credibility
immediacy, assertiveness, responsiveness, teacher evaluations, affective learning, and
cognitive learning?
RQ4: To what extent can E and P predict students perceptions of teacher credibility
immediacy, assertiveness, responsiveness, teacher evaluations, affective learning, and
cognitive learning?
RQ5: To what extent can N and P predict students perceptions of teacher credibility
immediacy, assertiveness, responsiveness, teacher evaluations, affective learning, and
cognitive learning?
RQ6: To what extent can E, N, and P predict students perceptions of teacher credibility
immediacy, assertiveness, responsiveness, teacher evaluations, affective learning, and
cognitive learning?
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CHAPTER II: METHODOLOGY

Rationale

This study was designed to investigate the relationships among the way teachers
communicate in the classroom, teachers temperaments, and perceptions of teachers by students.
Specifically, the first goal was to determine to what extent a teacher s levels of extraversion,
neuroticism, and psychoticism can predict students perceptions of teacher immediacy,
assertiveness, responsiveness, and credibility. The second goal was to determine the
relationships between teacher temperament and teacher evaluations, affective learning, and
cognitive learning.
Design
The dependent variables in the study measured the students perceptions of teacher
communication behavior (immediacy, assertiveness, and responsiveness) and their attitude
toward the instructor (task attraction, credibility, and ratings of teacher). Student reports of
affective learning and cognitive learning were collected. Self-report measures of teacher
temperament (extraversion, neuroticism, and psychoticism) were used as predictors of the above
student reports. Each instructor s communication behavior scores and student attitude scores
were determined by grand means derived from their students ratings.
Participants
Participants were 52 instructors and 1242 undergraduate students at a large Eastern
university. Class size ranged from 5 to 71. Involvement in the study was voluntary and
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anonymous. Participants provided data in accordance with the Institutional Review Board of
West Virginia University.

Data Collection
The instructor of each class was asked to fill out measures of extraversion, neuroticism,
and psychoticism, while half of thestudents in each class received a questionnaire asking them to
rate their perceptions of the teacher s task attractivness, nonverbal immediacy, credibility,
assertiveness, and responsiveness. The other half of the class was asked to fill out measures of
affect toward their instructor, affective learning, and cognitive learning. Surveys were
administered by the same individual for all classes. All classes completed questionnaires within a
two week time period between midterm and finals.
Instruments
Task Attraction
Students perceptions of their teachers task attractiveness was measured using the
Interpersonal Task Attraction scale developed by McCroskey and McCain (1974). Originally
developed to measure task, physical, and social attraction, only the six items for task attraction
were used in this study. Previous research has demonstrated excellent validity and reliability for
this instrument. Alpha reliability in previous research has ranged between .79 and .85. In the
present study reliability was .77. Appendix A contains the items for this measure.
Nonverbal Immediacy Measure
The Nonverbal Immediacy Measure (Richmond, Gorham, & McCroskey, 1987) has been
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found to be reliable and have predictive validity between students and teachers (Gorham &
Zakahi, 1990; McCroskey, Sallinen, Fayer, Richmond, &Barraclough, 1996). Students have been
found to accurately predict their teachers nonverbal immediacy ratings when student ratings and
instructor self-ratings were compared. The revised ten-item measure (McCroskey, Sallinen,
Fayer, Richmond, & Barraclough, 1996) was used in this study. Alpha reliability for the scale in
previous research has ranged from .70 to .85, and in this study reliability was .83. The items for
this measure are located in Appendix B.
Teacher Credibility
Teacher credibility was measured using an 18-item measure developed by Teven and
McCroskey (1997; McCroskey, 1966). Previous factor analysis confirmed competence
(alpha = .88), caring (alpha = .92), and trustworthiness (alpha = .85) as factors (Thweatt &
McCroskey, 1998). The dimensions were each separately measured with six items using sevenstep bipolar scales. The current study had alpha reliabilities of .85, .92, and .88 for competence,
caring, and trustworthiness, respectively. The items for this measure are included in Appendix C.
Assertiveness-Responsiveness
Student perceptions of their teacher s assertiveness and responsiveness were determined
using the twenty-item measure of Socio-Communicative Style (Richmond & McCroskey, 1990).
The instrument includes ten items measuring assertiveness and ten representing responsiveness.
On the scale the items are mixed, but they have been found to generate two separate factors
(Martin & Anderson, 1996). Coefficient alphas have been reported to be .87 for assertiveness
and .89 for responsiveness (Anderson & Martin, 1995). The present study had alphas of .84 for
assertiveness and .93 for responsiveness. Appendix D contains the items for this measure.
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Student Ratings of Instructor
Student ratings of instructor were based on eight bipolar scales from McCroskey s (1994)
Instructional Affect Assessment Instrument. For the first four scales participants were asked to
respond in terms of The liklihood of my taking another course with this teacher, if I had a
choice: For the other four more items participants were asked to respond to, My attitude about
the instructor in this class: Previous alpha reliabilities have ranged from .89 to .95 (Christensen
& Menzel, 1998) for these measures. The present study had an alpha reliability of .97 for the
eight items. The items for this instrument are reported in Appendix E.
Affective Learning
Affective learning was measured with a series of eight seven-point bipolar scales used to
assess student affect for the course subject matter. The measure employed used items from
McCroskey s (1994) Instructional Affect Assessment Instrument. For the first four items
respondents were asked to rate, My attitude about the content in this class: The other four
items asked participants their likelihood of enrolling in a class with similar content if they had
a choice and their schedule permitted. This measure has demonstrated reliability ranging from
.81 to .96 (Christensen & Menzel, 1998; Rodriguez, Plax, & Kearney, 1996) in the past, and in
the current study was .92. The items for this scale are reported in Appendix F.
Cognitive Learning
Cognitive learning was measured by a self-report instrument which required students to
respond to two items (Richmond, McCroskey, Kearney, & Plax, 1987). The first item asked
students, On a scale of zero to nine, how much did you learn in this class, with zero meaning
you learned nothing and nine meaning you learned more than in any other class you ve had?
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The second item asked, How much do you think you could have learned in this class had you
had the ideal instructor? By taking the score from the first item and subtracting it from the
second item a learning loss score was created. Results of studies using this instrument have
demonstrated predictive validity and test-retest reliability of .85 to .88 (McCroskey, Sallinen,
Fayer, Richmond, & Barraclough, 1996; Richmond, Gorham, & McCroskey, 1987; Chesbro &
McCroskey, 2000). Since the measure was administered only once in this research, no internal
reliability could be estimated.
Extraversion
Extraversion (E) of teachers was measured using the ten-item instrument developed by
Eysenck and Eysenck (1985) and employed a three point response format (1 = Strongly disagree,
2 = Neutral/Undecided, 3 = Strongly agree). Only one of the extraversion items was reverse
coded, primarily because the set of items was derived from factor analysis and nine of the
highest loaders were phrased such that agreement indicated extraversion. Eysenck and Eysenck s
(1985) extraversion measure has been used extensively and its validity and reliability are well
established. Cronbach s alpha has been found to range between .80 and 82, and was .78 in the
current study. The items for this measure are in Appendix H.
Neuroticism
Neuroticism (N) of teachers and students was measured using Eysenck and Eysenck s
(1985) ten-item measure with a three point response format. All ten of these items were phrased
such that agreement indicated neurotic tendencies. Eysenck s neuroticism measure has also
demonstrated good reliability and validity in previous research (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985).
Cronbach s alpha has been found to range between .81 and .86, and was .80 in the present study.
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The items for this instrument are presented in Appendix I.
Psychoticism
Psychoticism (P) of teachers and students was measured using eleven items from the
revised twelve-item scale developed by Eysenck, Eysenck, and Barrett (1985) in a three point
response format. Six of the items were reverse coded. The original psychoticism instrument
demonstrated low reliability (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1964), but the revised scale (Eysenck,
Eysenck, & Barrett, 1985) has shown acceptable reliability and validity. Cronbach s alpha has
been found to range between .68 and .76. In the current study the alpha reliability was .62. The
items for this scale are located in Appendix J. One item, which referenced use of drugs, was not
included in this study (in accordance with human subject guidelines). This may explain why the
reliability in this study was somewhat lower than in previous research.
Data Analyses
Data in the present study were analyzed using simple and multiple correlations. Simple
correlations were employed to test the eight hypotheses and the first two research questions. The
other four research questions were addressed through multiple-correlations.
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CHAPTER III: RESULTS

Hypotheses and Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to determine teachers levels of extraversion, neuroticism,
psychoticism, and discover how teachers E, N, and P levels influenced students perceptions of
their instructors task attractiveness, nonverbal immediacy, credibility, assertiveness,
responsiveness, teacher evaluations, affective learning, and cognitive learning. Eight hypotheses
and six research questions were presented. Hypotheses and research questions are discussed in
numerical order.
Hypothesis One
Hypothesis one proposed that teachers high in extraversion would be perceived as more
task attractive by students than teachers low in extraversion. The obtained correlation (r = .23,
p<.11; see Table 1 for all simple correlations) indicated some support for this hypothesis.
However, the relationship was small and non-significant.
Hypothesis Two
The second hypothesis posited that teachers high in extraversion would be perceived as
more credible by students than teachers low in extraversion.. Results on the three credibility
dimensions were mixed [competence (r = .22, p<.12), caring, (r = .34, p<.05) and trust (r = .17,
p<.22)]. Although correlations for all three credibility dimensions were positive, only the caring
correlation was statistically significant. Extroverted teachers were viewed by students as more
caring.

29
Table 1
Simple Correlations
___________________________________________________________________________
Student Perceptions

Extroversion

Neuroticism

Psychoticism

___________________________________________________________________________
Assertiveness

.37* (.46)

.12

.01

Responsiveness

.23

.11

-.13

Competence

.22

-.02

-.00

Caring

.34* (.40)

.06

-.09

Trust

.17

-.03

-.32* (.44)

Immediacy

.36* (.45)

.05

.04

Task Attraction

.23

.13

-.09

Learning Loss

-.27* (.33)

-.20

.15

Enroll Content

.06

-.23

.00

Attitude Content

.09

-.11

-.04

Affective Learning

.07

-.20

-.01

Enroll Teacher

.26

.13

-.14

Teacher Evaluations

.24

.12

-.15

___________________________________________________________________________
Note. *p < .05. Correlations in parentheses are disattenuated.
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Hypothesis Three
The third hypothesis stated that teachers high in extraversion would be perceived by
students as more immediate than teachers low in extraversion. This hypothesis was confirmed
(r = .36, p<.01). Hence, the more extroverted a teacher was, the more likely students were to
report that instructor engaging in behaviors such as maintaining eye contact, using appropriate
gestures while talking, varying vocal qualities, moving around the classroom while talking, and
having a relaxed body position.
Hypothesis Four
Results indicated support for the fourth hypothesis. Extraverted teachers were perceived
by students as more assertive than teachers low in extraversion (r = .36, p<.01).
Hypothesis Five
A fifth hypothesis posited that teachers high in extraversion would be perceived by
students as more responsive than teachers low in extraversion. The obtained correlation was
consistent with this hypothesis (r = .23, p<.11), but it was not statistically significant.
Hypothesis Six
Sixth, teachers high in extraversion were predicted to receive better evaluations from
students as indicated by more positive ratings. Again, the obtained correlation was consistent
with the hypothesis (r = .24, p<.09), but it was not statistically significant.
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Hypothesis Seven
The seventh hypothesis proposed that teachers high in extraversion would have more
affective learning reported by students in their classrooms than teachers low in extraversion. This
hypothesis was not supported ( r = .07, p<.61).
Hypothesis Eight
The final hypothesis proposed that extraverted teachers would have less cognitive
learning loss reported by their students than introverted teachers. The eighth hypothesis was
supported (r = -0.27, p<.05). The observed negative correlation indicated more learning, since
scores were reported in terms of learning loss associated with higher teacher extraversion.
Research Questions
Research Question One
The first research question asked to what extent teachers neuroticism and student
perceptions of credibility, immediacy, assertiveness, responsiveness, teaching evaluations,
affective learning, and cognitive learning are related. None of the correlations were statistically
significant (see Table 1).
Research Question Two
A second research question sought to determine what relationships exist between
teachers psychoticism and student perceptions of credibility, immediacy, assertiveness,
responsiveness, teaching evaluations, affective learning, and cognitive learning. Only one
significant negative relationship was found. This was between psychoticism and trust (r = -0.32,
p<.05). The higher a teacher was in psychoticism, the less students were likely to trust their
instructor.
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Research Question Three
The third research question asked to what extent E and N are associated with credibility,
immediacy, assertiveness, responsiveness, teaching evaluations, affective learning, and cognitive
learning. Most of the multiple-correlations yielded non-significant results, however with only a
little bit larger sample size, nearly all insignificant relationships would become significant (see
Table 2 for all multiple correlations). Assertiveness (R = .39, p<.02), caring (R = .35, p<.05),
immediacy (R = .37, p<.05), and cognitive learning loss (R = .34, p<.05) were significantly
related to extraversion and neuroticism as joint predictors. However, neuroticism contributed no
unique variance in any of these analyses.
Research Question Four
A fourth research question asked what relationships exist between E and P and
credibility, immediacy, assertiveness, responsiveness, teaching evaluations, affective learning,
and cognitive learning. The same number of multiple-correlations in research question four had
significant relationships as in research question three, but once again, many of those which were
non-significant probably would become significant with a slightly larger sample. The following
variables had significant relationships with E and P: assertiveness (R = .37, p<.05), caring
(R = .35, p<.05), trust (R = .36, p<.05), and immediacy (R = .36, p<.05). As was the case with E
and N jointly predicting the outcome variables, in no case were both E and P meaningful
predictors. E was the only meaningful predictor of assertiveness, caring, and immediacy. P was
the only meaningful predictor of trust.
Research Question Five
The fifth research question asked what relationships exist between N and P with
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credibility, immediacy, assertiveness, responsiveness, teaching evaluations, affective learning,
and cognitive learning. All multiple-correlations with N and P were non-significant, however for
trust (R = .32, p<.06) the relationship was very close. As was the case of P with E, only P was a

Table 2
Multiple Correlations
_________________________________________________________________________
Student
ExN
ExP
NxP
ExNxP
Perceptions
__________________________________________________________________________
Assertive

.39

.36*

.12

.39*

Responsive

.24

.24

.20

.30

Competence

.22*

.20

.00

.30

Caring

.35*

.35*

.10

.37

Trust

.17

.36*

.32

.37

Immediacy

.37*

.36*

.04

.37

Task
Attraction

.26

.24

.17

.28

Learning Loss

.33*

.30

.28

.22

Enroll Content

.23

.05

.24

.24

Attitude Content

.10

.09

.10

.14

Affective

.20

.07

.20

.21

.28

.28

.22

.35

Learning
Enroll Teacher
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Attitude Teacher .23

.26

.24

.32

.27

.28

.23

.33

Teacher
Evaluations

___________________________________________________________________________

Note. *p < .05.

meaningful predictor of trust. N had no unique impact.
Research Question Six
The final research question asked to what extent E, N, and P are related to credibility,
immediacy, assertiveness, responsiveness, teaching evaluations, affective learning, and cognitive
learning. The E, N, and P combination yielded a significant multiple-correlation with
assertiveness (R = .39, p<.05). All other multiple-correlations proved non-siginificant. However,
several meaningful associations (>.30) were observed. It is likely that increased power would
result in these associations becoming significant if additional classes were added to the sample
(see Table 2).

35

CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION
Overview
The main goals of the current study were to determine teachers temperaments by
assessing their levels of extraversion, neuroticism, and psychoticism, and to gain a deeper
understanding of how teachers E, N, and P levels influence students perceptions of their
instructors task attractiveness, nonverbal immediacy, credibility, assertiveness, responsiveness,
teacher evaluations, students affective learning, and cognitive learning. Most prior research has
focused on how the environment influences behavior. In contrast, the current study is one which
focused on how biology plays a role in not only teachers behavior, but how the teachers are
perceived by their students.
Communication is driven by biological processes. The communibiological paradigm
suggests that mental experience is a product of brain function. Hence, teachers temperament
levels should influnce their performance in the classroom and the way their students perceive
them. Due to individual differences in neurobiological processing, it was believed possible to
predict some behavioral patterns of teachers based on their biology. Two models have been used
to assess temperament. One is Eysenck s (1991) three factor model, and the other is Costa and
McCrae s (1995) five factor model. The present study used Eysenck s model because it has been
proven reliable, and to be strongly associated with neurological systems.
Interpersonal relationships between students and teachers are affected by many variables.
The first variable studied was task attraction. If a person is considered task attractive, that person
is viewed by others as someone who is desirable to work with due to knowledge, willingness to
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stay on task, ability to get things done, and ability to solve problems. It was believed that
teachers E, N, or P levels would influence how students perceived the instructors task
attractiveness. However, no significant relationships were found between task atractiveness and
E, N, or P.
The second variable studied was nonverbal immediacy. The use of appropriate gestures,
relaxed posture, eye contact, smiling, moving around the classroom, and appropriate dress
influences the communication between teacher and student and can increase student learning.
Teacher self-reports of extraversion were found to be significantly related to student perceptions
of nonverbal immediacy. Neuroticism and psychoticism, however were not significantly
associated with immediacy.
A third variable studied was assertiveness. If a teacher is extraverted and focused on
other people, that teacher will be more willing to stand up for him/herself, defend his/her own
beliefs, act as a leader, exhibit a strong personality, and be more competitive than someone who
is more inwardly focused. That teacher also should be more willing to tell students what is
expected from them, and perhaps how their papers will be graded. These teachers view the world
as a place to act upon. Hence, it was predicted that extraversion would be positively related to
assertiveness. That prediction was confirmed. Neuroticism and psychoticism, however, were not
associated with assertiveness.
Responsiveness was the fourth variable examined in the present study. Responsive
teachers are sensitive to students needs, and compassionate, gentle, and helpful. In the
classroom, it has been demonstrated in many studies that responsiveness is an important element
in effective instruction. Although we predicted that responsiveness would be associated with
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extraversion, there was no significant relationship between responsiveness and extraversion. In
addition it was found that responsiveness was not significantly assocaited with neuroticism or
psychoticism either.
The three dimensions of credibility also were investigated. The importance of having a
teacher who is perceived by students as believeable is paramount. Students learn more when
their teacher is high in credibility, and this influences student attitudes toward learning.
Student perceptions of competence were found not to be significantly related with
teachers E, N, or P, however with a larger sample there likely would be a significant
relationship with extraversion. Caring was significantly related to extraversion. Students
perceived their extraverted teacher as more caring than their introverted teachers. N and P were
not associated with caring. There was a significant negative relationship observed between
trustworthiness and psychoticism, which indicates that the more psychotic the teacher was, the
less students trusted that teacher to be trustworthy. Trustworthiness is an important factor in
student-teacher relationships. Future investigations should investigate what psychotic teachers
can do to increase student perceptions of trustworthiness. Neither E nor N were significantly
associated with trust.
Another variable investigated in the present study was cognitive learning. This was
operationalized in this study as a learning-loss score, the amount of learning students reported
subtracted from the amount they believed they could have learned from an ideal teacher.
Teachers who were extraverted had students with significantly lower learning loss than teachers
who were more introverted. Neither neuroticism nor psychoticism were associated with learning
loss.
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Affective learning, which is a students report of thier affect toward the class content,
also was examined. Affective learning was not found to be significantly associated with any of
the temperament variables. Similarly, teacher temperament was not found to be significantly
associated with students evaluations of their teachers.
Conclusions
From the previous report of the results it is evident that the simple correlations produced
the most of the significant findings in the current study. Several multiple correlations produced
significant results, but variance in all cases was accounted for by only one variable. It is the main
effect of E, or P on the dependent variables which led to the current findings. Even, as noted
below, the power in this study was not high enough to produce statistical significance for
correlations accounting for as much as six percent of the variance, some relationships which
were both socially (accounting for 7-14 percent of the variance) and statistically significant.
Temperament of teachers, at least extroversion and psychoticism, has a clear positive (for
extraversion) and negative (for psychoticism) impact on students.
Limitations
Although over 1200 students particiapted in this research, the design of the study
unfortunately had low power. The unit of analysis in this study was not the individual student, it
was the individual class. Hence, the statistical power in this research was based on a sample of
52, not a sample of 1242. This was compounded by a reliability problem with the P measure, and
to a lesser extent with the N and E scales. When the obtained statistically significant correlations
were disattenuated (see Table 1), moderately high correlations were produced.
Future research in this area must attain more power to be certain that all socially
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significant relationships are also statistically significant. Certainly, we should not expect high
correlations between one person s (teacher s) genetically based temperament and another
person s learning or attitude. Consequently, relationships which can account for 5-6% of the
variance are socially significant, but not statistically significant in the present study
Implications
Teachers may not be aware of the types of behaviors they are using and the
communication which occur in class. If instructors know what type of temperament they have,
and the behaviors in which they are predispositioned to engage, they can be made aware of what
areas may need improvement. For instance, if a teacher knows that he or she is not extraverted,
that person will need to know that in order to perform better in the classroom setting, he or she
will need to engage in some exraverted behaviors. Additionally, if a person is a high psychotic,
that teacher will need to do things in the classroom which demonstrate that students can trust him
or her. If teachers can become more aware of their own communication and the perceptions they
are creating in students minds, instructors may be able to influence the way students perceive
them. Of course, to the extent that teacher behaviors are genetically based, such changes may be
more or less difficult to make.
Speculative Observations
Results of the study indicated several important trends. Many relationships discussed in
this section were not significant, but indicate directions in which research can be taken in future
investigations. Teachers who rated themselves as more extraverted were perceived by students to
be more assertive, responsive, competent, caring, immediate, task attractive, and the likelihood
of students enrolling again with the same teacher was higher than those with introverted

40
teachers. Students perceived that they learned more in the extraverted teacher s class, teacher
evaluations were high, and so was trust. A teacher s extroversion however, did not appear to
influence students attitude toward course content, affective learning, and likeliness of enrolling
in a class with similar content. Extraverts are able to cope well with high amounts of sensory
stimulation (Eysenck, 1985). Thus, it would be reasonable that many students would perceive
such a teacher very positively.
Neuroticism was negatively related to learning loss, affective learning, and enrolling in a
class with similar content. Hence, the more anxious a teacher reported him or herself to be, the
more students disliked learning in the class. Although students did not enjoy learning in such a
class and reported that they would not enroll in a class again if they had a choice, students
reported learning nearly as much from the neurotic teacher as from the extroverted teacher.
Neuroticism was described by Eysenck and Eysenck (1985) as a lack of emotional stability, and
includes traits such as anxiety, guilt, low self-esteem, tension, and emotionality. Although
students didn t enjoy the class with this type of teacher, perhaps another quality caused students
to learn the material.Students with a neurotic teacher developed a negative attitude toward class
content. There was a negative relationship between neuroticism and trust, and neuroticism and
competence, but the correlations were almost negligible. Although tiny, the relationships indicate
that students may question the competence and trustworthiness of a teacher who is anxious.
Positive correlations existed between neuroticism and assertiveness, responsivensss, task
attraction, enrolling again with the same teacher, teacher evaluations, immediacy, and caring.
Hence, despite the neurotic teacher s anxiety, students perceived their teacher as assertive,
responsive, task attractive, immediate, and caring. Students would enroll in a class again with the
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same teacher if given a choice, and students rated the teacher somewhat positively.
Psychoticism defined by Eysenck and Eysenck (1985) as a lack of impulse control
correlated negatively with several variables. These responses indicated that students who had
teachers who rated themselves likely to go against society s norms were perceived by students as
less responsive, caring, task attractive, and their attitude toward class content was negatively
influenced. Students did not trust their teacher, nor did students enjoy learning, the likelihood of
enrolling with the same teacher was reduced, and teacher evaluations were lower. Students did
not learn as much with the psychotic teacher as with the extraverted or neurotic. Perhaps because
there was such a high lack of trust with psychotic teachers, relationships with other variables
were affected. If students felt they couldn t trust their teacher, then maybe students thought what
the teacher said in class was false. Psychotic teachers were however, perceived by students as
somewhat assertive and immediate. Future research needs to address the potential influence of
extraversion, neuroticism, and psychoticism with the variables discussed in this section.
While it is too early to change the current screening process used to determine who is
accepted into teaching programs, it is clear that some people are likely to be more effective
teachers than others. Potential education students are often screened on the basis of academic
achievement. The students of tomorrow may be screened mainly on genetic predispositions
which are likely to lead them to be successful or unsuccessful educators.
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Appendix A: Task Attraction Items
_____________________________________________________________________________
Directions: These scales are designed to indicate how attractive you find another person to be.
Please rate the teacher you have for this class. Please use the following scale to respond to each
of the statements: Strongly Agree = 7, Agree = 6, Moderately Agree = 5, Undecided = 4,
Moderately Disagree = 3, Disagree = 2, Strongly Agree = 1.
______________________________________________________________________________
_____1. He/She would be a typical goof-off when assigned to do a job.
_____2. I have confidence in his/her ability to get the job done.
_____3. If I wanted to get things done, I could probably depend on her/him.
_____4. I couldn t get anything accomplished with him/her.
_____5. He/She would be a poor problem solver.
_____6. You could count on him/her getting a job done.
______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Items 1, 4, and 5 are reverse scored.
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Appendix B: Nonverbal Immediacy Items
_____________________________________________________________________________
Below are a series of descriptions of things some teachers have been observed doing in some
classes. Please respond to the statements in terms of how well they apply to this teacher. Please
use the following scale to respond to each of the statements: Never = 0, Rarely = 1, Often = 3,
Very often = 4.
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____1. Gestures while talking to the class.
_____2. Uses monotone/dull voice when talking to the class.
_____3. Looks at the class while talking.
_____4. Smiles at the class while talking.
_____5. Has a very tense body position while talking to the class.
_____6. Moves around the classroom while teaching.
_____7. Looks at the board or notes while talking to the class.
_____8. Has a very relaxed body position while talking to the class.
_____9. Frowns at the class while talking.
_____10. Uses a variety of vocal expressions when talking to the class.
____________________________________________________________________________
Note. Items 2, 5, 7 and 9 are reverse scored.
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Appendix C: Teacher Credibility Items
_____________________________________________________________________________

Directions: On the scales below, please rate your feelings about the instructor of this class.
Rate your perception of your teacher for each adjective pair. Circle your response. The closer
the number is to an adjective, the more certain you are of your perception. There are no right
or wrong answers.
_____________________________________________________________________________
1. Intelligent

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unintelligent

2. Untrained

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Trained

3. Expert

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Inexpert

4. Competent

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Incompetent

5. Stupid

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Bright

6. Informed

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Uninformed

7. Cares about me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Doesn t care about me

8. Has my interest at

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Doesn t have my interest at

heart

heart

9. Insensitive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Sensitive

10.Not understanding

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Understanding

11.Unresponsive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Responsive

12.Understands how I

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Doesn t undertand how I
feel

feel
13.Sinful

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Virtuous

14.Dishonest

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Honest
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15.Moral

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Immoral

16.High character

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Low character

17.Untrustworthy

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Trustworthy

18.Straightforward

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Devious

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Items 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 12, 15, 16, and 18 are reverse scored.
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Appendix D: Assertiveness-Responsiveness Items

____________________________________________________________________________
Directions: Indicate by writing the appropriate number how well each of the following items
describe your teacher: Always true = 7, Mostly true = 6, Often true = 5, Sometimes true = 4,
Seldom true = 3, Rarely true = 2, Never true =1.
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____1. Gentle
_____2. Tender
_____3. Acts as a leader
_____4. Responsive to others
_____5. Dominant
_____6. Aggressive
_____7. Warm
_____8. Sensitive to the needs of others
_____9. Willing to take a stand
_____10.Defends own beliefs
_____11.Forceful
_____12.Compassionate
_____13.Sincere
_____14.Assertive
_____15.Helpful
_____16.Strong personality
_____17.Competitive
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_____18.Eager to soothe hurt feelings
_____19.Sympathetic
_____20.Independent
_________________________________________________________________________________________

Note. Items 3, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 14, 16, 17, 19, and 20 indicate assertiveness. Items 1, 2 , 4, 7, 8,
12, 13, 15, and 18 indicate responsiveness.
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Appendix E: Affective Learning Items
_____________________________________________________________________________

Directions: Using the following scales please evaluate this class. Please circle the number for
each item which best represents your feelings.
_____________________________________________________________________________
My attitude about the content in this class is:
1. Good

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Bad

2. Worthless

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Valuable

3. Fair

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unfair

4. Negative

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Positive

My likelihood of actually enrolling in another class with similar content, if I had the choice and
if my schedule permitted:
5. Likely

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unlikely

6. Impossible

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Possible

7. Probable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Improbable

8. Would not

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Would

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Items 1, 3, 5, and 7 are reverse scored.
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Appendix F: Student Ratings of Instructor Items
__________________________________________________________________________

Directions: Using the following scales please evaluate this class. Please circle the number
for each item which best represents your feelings.
__________________________________________________________________________
The likelihood of talking another course with this teacher, if I had a choice is:
1. Likely

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unlikely

2. Impossible

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Possible

3. Probable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Improbable

4. Would not

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Would

My attitude about the instructor in this class is:
5. Good

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Bad

6. Worthless

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Valuable

7. Fair

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unfair

8. Negative

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Positive

__________________________________________________________________________
Note. Items 1, 3, 5, and 7 are reverse scored.

57

Appendix G: Cognitive Learning Items
______________________________________________________________________________
Directions:
1. On a scale of 0-9 how much did you learn in this class, with zero meaning nothing and nine
meaning you learned more than in any other class you ve had?
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

2. How much do you think you could have learned in this class if you had the ideal instructor?
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

______________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix H: Extroversion Items
______________________________________________________________________________
Please answer all of the following questions about yourself. Use the following scale to respond
to each of the statements: Strongly Agree = 3, Neutral = 2, Strongly Disagree = 1. If you have
any questions about your answers, ask your instructor. The survey is completely anonymous and
you will not be identified in any way.
______________________________________________________________________________
_____1. Are you rather lively?
_____2. Do you enjoy meeting new people?
_____3. Do you like going out a lot?
_____4. Would you call yourself happy-go-lucky?
_____5. Are you mostly quiet when you are with other people?
_____6. Do you like mixing with people?
_____7. Do you often make decisions on the spur of the moment?
_____8. Do you like plenty of bustle and excitement around you?
_____9. Do you nearly always have a ready answer when people talk to you?
_____10.Can you easily adapt to new and unusual situations?
______________________________________________________________________________
Note. Item 5 is reverse scored.

59

Appendix I: Neuroticism Items
______________________________________________________________________________
Please answer all of the following questions about yourself. Use the folowing scale to respond
to each of the statements: Strongly agree = 3, Neutral = 2, Strongly disagree = 1. If you have
any questions about your answers, ask your instructor. They survey is completely anonymous
and you will not be identified in any way.
______________________________________________________________________________
_____1. Does your mood often go up and down?
_____2. Do you ever feel just miserable for no reason?
_____3. Do you often feel fed up ?
_____4. Are you often troubled about feelings of guilt?
_____5. Would you call yourself a nervous person?
_____6. Would you call yourself a nervous person?
_____7. Would you call yourself tense or highly strung ?
_____8. Do you often feel that life is dull?
_____9. Do you often feel lonely?
_____10. Are you easily hurt when people find fault with you or your work?
_____________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix J: Psychoticism Items
______________________________________________________________________________
Please answer all of the following questions about yourself. Use the following scale to respond
to each of the statements: Strongly agree = 3, Neutral = 2, Strongly disagree = 1. If you have
any questions about your answers, ask your instructor. The survey is completely anonymous
and you will not be identified in any way.
______________________________________________________________________________
_____1. Is it better to follow society s rules than go your own way?
_____2. Do you try not to be rude to other people?
_____3. Do you prefer to go your own way rather than act by the rules?
_____4. Does it worry you if you know that there are mistakes in your work?
_____5. Do you think marriage is old-fashioned and should be done away with?
_____6. Do you enjoy cooperating with others?
_____7. Do good manners and cleanliness matter much to you?
_____8. Do you think people spend too much time safeguarding their future with savings and
insurances?
_____9. Would being in debt worry you?
_____10. Would you like other people to be afraid of you?
_____11.Do you take much notice of what other people think?
___________________________________________________________________________
Note. Items 1, 3, 5, 6, 8 and 10 are reverse scored.

